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Abstract: This article presents findings from a study which sought to 
identify the extent to which trainee teachers and their mentors considered 
their mentoring experiences and approaches to be judgemental or 
developmental. The article draws on a case study of trainee teachers and 
mentors on an Initial Teacher Education programme at a Further 
Education college on the south coast of England. Data were generated 
from an initial survey of 22 teachers, from which seven pairs of teachers 
and mentors also participated in part-structured individual interviews and 
direct observation of one of their mentoring meetings. In addition, 8 of the 
interviewees also participated in a follow up email survey. The findings 
highlight significant variation in mentoring practices, with both 
judgemental and developmental mentoring approaches in use. A distinct 
discrepancy is also identified between the perceptions of mentors and 
mentees regarding the nature of the mentoring experience, with most 
mentors describing their approaches as developmental and most mentees 
describing these as judgemental. In addition, mentor education was found 
to enhance mentors’ enactment of developmental as opposed to 
judgemental mentoring. A number of possible implications for policy, 
practice and further research are discussed 
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Introduction  
This article presents findings from a case study of mentoring for trainee teachers in the 
Further Education and Skills (FE) sector in England. The FE sector is also sometimes 
referred to as Post-Compulsory Education or the Lifelong Learning sector. It is diverse 
and includes further education colleges, sixth form colleges, adult and community 
learning providers, prisons, work-based learning providers, and private training 
companies. In contrast to schools, where most trainee teachers undertake a full-time, 
pre-service Initial Teacher Education (ITE) course, in FE the majority of new teachers 
begin a paid teaching role, and then undertake teacher education courses on a part-time, 
in-service basis. As such, these individuals adopt a dual role of both teacher and part-
time student; hence, we refer to them here on in as ‘teacher students’. In this context, we 
define mentoring as a one to one relationship between a teacher student (the mentee) 
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and a qualified and usually more experienced teacher (the mentor), which aims to 
support the mentee’s learning and development as a teacher.  
Recent studies identify an emerging judgemental approach to mentoring in the 
sector which is contrasted with an earlier more developmental approach (Tedder and 
Lawy, 2009; Cullimore and Simmons, 2010; Ingleby and Tummons, 2012; Ingleby, 
2014). Studies suggest that this change in approach is related to mentors’ involvement 
in the evaluation of teacher students’ performance, and that an overemphasis on 
assessment may be constraining the effectiveness of mentoring by restricting dialogue 
between mentors and teacher students (Duckworth and Maxwell, 2015, 17), impeding 
the development of reflective practice (Ingleby, 2014, 27) and diminishing the 
transformative potential of mentoring (Tedder and Lawy, 2009, 427). 
We extend this literature – and the relatively small evidence base on mentoring 
in FE ITE more generally – by presenting our analyses of a study which examined the 
extent to which the enactment of mentoring in a specific FE ITE context could be 
considered to be judgemental or developmental. Most previous studies rely on mentors’ 
and mentees’ accounts of the mentoring experience, with some drawing solely on the 
perspectives of mentors or mentees.  Despite its limited scale, the present study is 
relatively unique in that it employs triangulation involving the analysis of data 
generated from mentees, their mentors and direct (non-participant) observation of the 
dyads’ mentoring meetings. 
Before proceeding to a brief discussion of the policy and research context, we 
explain our use of the terms developmental and judgemental mentoring, and clarify our 
own position on alternative approaches to mentoring teacher students.  
Theoretical framework  
Our conception of developmental mentoring draws largely on Clutterbuck (2004). 
Mentoring is a ‘holistic’ role which potentially incorporates those of counsellor, guide, 
networker and coach (Clutterbuck, 2004; Klasen and Clutterbuck, 2002) to enable 
mentors to provide ‘a spectrum of learning and support behaviours’ (Clutterbuck, 2004, 
3). In general, mentors may adopt relatively directive or non-directive approaches to 
mentoring. The former approach is characterised by the mentor taking ‘primary 
responsibility for managing the relationship’, which may include: ‘deciding the content, 
timing, and direction of discussion; ...pointing the mentee to specific career or personal 
goals, or ... giving strong advice and suggestions’ (Clutterbuck, 2004, 15). In contrast, 
non-directive mentoring ‘encourages the mentee to set the agenda and initiate meetings, 
encourages the mentee to come to his or her own conclusions about the way forward 
and generally stimulates the development of self-reliance’ (Clutterbuck, 2004, 15). We 
concur with Clutterbuck’s position that a non-directive approach to mentoring will tend 
to be more ‘developmental and empowering’ (Clutterbuck, 2004, 13). Developmental 
mentoring relies on trust and openness in the relationship, which can be difficult to 
achieve where one person has authority over another (Clutterbuck, 2004, 13). It thus 
tends to work best as an ‘off-line’ relationship between colleagues or peers rather than a 
hierarchical arrangement (Clutterbuck, 2004, 13).  
In the context of ITE, we consider, in accordance with the principles of 
developmental mentoring, that one of the key objectives of mentoring is to seek to 
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enhance mentees’ continuing professional development (CPD) or lifelong learning by 
facilitating their development of ‘learnacy’ (Claxton, 2004) – explained in this context 
as mentees’ ability to manage their on-going learning from their own and others’ 
experiences of teaching (Hobson and Malderez, 2013; Malderez, 2015). In keeping with 
this developmental conception of mentoring, Feiman-Nemser (2001) and Norman and 
Feiman-Nemser (2005) provide specific examples of techniques or ‘moves’ an 
‘educative’ mentor may adopt in order to become ‘a co-thinker’ with new teachers, such 
as ‘pinpointing problems’, ‘noticing signs of growth’ and ‘modelling wondering about 
teaching’.  
Our conception of judgemental mentoring is partly informed by the notion of 
directive mentoring but also draws on the concept of ‘judgementoring’, which Hobson 
and Malderez (2013) found to be prevalent in the schools sector in England, and which 
they defined as a relationship in which the mentor, 
in revealing too readily and/or too often her/his own judgements on or evaluations 
of the mentee’s planning and teaching (e.g. through “comments”, “feedback”, 
advice, praise, or criticism), compromises the mentoring relationship and its 
potential benefits. (Hobson and Malderez, 2013, 90) 
Here the process of mentoring centres around the mentor making evaluative comments 
on the mentee’s ‘performance’, with relatively little emphasis on developing mentees’ 
own critical analysis of their practice, and little concern for their well-being. It is 
important to note that it is not mentors’ evaluations per se, but rather the precedence 
and proliferation of the mentor’s evaluations – or of the mentor ‘passing judgement’ – 
in mentoring conversations that are considered to result in the restrictive form of 
mentoring that is ‘judgementoring’. As previous research has suggested (e.g. Bullough, 
2005; Young et al., 2005), teacher students may sometimes benefit from (relatively 
directive) constructive feedback from mentors, particularly perhaps at the start of their 
ITE programme. However, the over-use of directive and evaluative approaches 
(‘judgementoring’) is likely to constrain a mentee’s learning and development: firstly by 
impeding mentees’ openness about, or encouraging them to fabricate, their professional 
learning and development needs for fear that their mentor will judge them (Hobson and 
McIntyre, 2013); secondly by promoting the kind of ‘learned helplessness’ (Maier and 
Seligman, 1976) that can result from an over-reliance on others, which is antithetical to 
the development of learnacy.  
Policy and Research Context 
Until the late 1990s in England, there were few regulations relating to teaching 
standards in FE (Lucas, 2013). In 1997, the newly elected Labour Government 
identified FE as central to widening participation in education and improving the 
country’s economic effectiveness (Orr and Simmons, 2010). They announced concerns 
around teaching standards in the sector and subsequent policy reforms in 2001 and 2007 
led to a legislative requirement for all FE teachers to hold teaching qualifications. In addition, 
from 2003 onwards the Office for Standards in Education (Ofsted)
i
 began inspecting FE 
ITE provision. 
The first Ofsted survey of FE ITE concluded that 'the current system of FE 
teacher training does not provide a satisfactory foundation of professional development 
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for FE teachers at the start of their careers' (Ofsted, 2003, 2). In this report the lack of 
systematic and effective mentoring arrangements for teacher students was described as 
‘a major weakness’ (ibid., 18). Subsequent annual inspection reports on FE ITE 
provision were published and by 2009 improvements were noted as nearly all teacher 
students were receiving mentoring support (Ofsted, 2009). However, as highlighted by 
Cullimore and Simmons’ (2010), there appears to have been an increasing expectation 
from Ofsted that mentors would formally evaluate teacher students’ performance. In 
2008, for example, mentors were criticised for not making ‘accurate judgements about 
teaching and learning…in particular about the boundaries between pass and fail grades’ 
(Ofsted, 2008, 5). Scholars argue these changes are symptomatic of a performative 
culture pervading the education sector (Ball, 2003), and have ‘imposed a judgemental 
approach to mentoring’ (Duckworth and Maxwell, 2015, 8) in which mentors typically 
act as judge and assessor (Tedder and Lawy, 2009; Cullimore and Simmons, 2010; 
Ingleby and Tummons, 2012).
ii
 Furthermore, a number of these studies have found that 
mentors’ involvement in the formal assessment of teacher students has resulted in some 
mentors experiencing tensions, boundary issues or unease and that mentors (and teacher 
students themselves) tend to favour a developmental model of mentoring (Ingleby and 
Tummons, 2012; Cullimore and Simmons, 2010; Tedder and Lawy, 2009; Garbett et al. 
2013).  
There is, however, a lack of consensus in the international research literature 
regarding the legitimacy or otherwise of mentors’ involvement in formal assessment of 
their mentees. Several studies (e.g., Bradbury and Koballa, 2008; Tee Ng, 2012) suggest 
that mentoring tends to be more effective when mentors are not involved in formally 
assessing, evaluating or appraising the work of their mentees, and that mentors who do 
not have an assessor role are more able to create a ‘safe’ space for teacher students ‘to 
negotiate the practices, expectations and performance measures that define their work 
contexts’ (McIntyre and Hobson, 2016, 149). However, some studies (e.g., Foster, 
1999; Yusko and Feiman-Nemser, 2008) have challenged aspects of this position and 
argued that good mentors can effectively balance support, development and formal 
evaluation roles. Findings from Lawy and Tedder (2011) suggest that some mentors are 
attempting to balance the developmental and judgemental elements of their role, 
although  there is little research evidence  of whether or how they may be successfully 
doing so in practice.  
One of the factors that seems likely to influence the models of mentoring 
enacted is the prevalence and nature of mentor education and training. In England, 
research indicates that that mentors do not receive adequate preparation for the role 
(Cunningham, 2007; Ingleby and Hunt, 2008; Hobson and Malderez, 2013), a 
conclusion which Ofsted also reached from their inspections of FE ITE provision 
(Ofsted, 2009). In addition, there is evidence to suggest that where mentor education 
and training does take place, provision is variable in nature and quality. One particular 
study from England details how mentors attended a one-off, two hour session, which 
included watching a video of a teacher student and grading their performance (Ingleby, 
2014). This raises the question of whether some mentor preparation may be 
perpetuating a judgemental model of mentoring. However, relatively little is currently 
known about the impact of such programmes on mentoring practice (Aspfors and 
Fransson, 2015; Robinson and Hobson, 2017). One exception is Lejonberg et al.’s 
(2015) quantitative study , which found that mentor education in Norway acted as an 
antecedent to ‘more desirable mentoring practices’ and was likely to ‘reduce the 
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likelihood of beliefs which may correspond with the practice of judgementoring’ (152). 
We return to this issue below. 
We now explain the methods of data generation and analysis employed for the 
present study (Research Methods), before presenting and discussing our research 
findings. 
Methods 
This study was underpinned by a mixed methods research framework. Drawing on the 
work of Teddlie and Tashakkori (2010), Hammersley (1996), Pring (2015), and Bryman 
(2008, 2012), our mixed methods approach rejects the incompatibility thesis that 
upholds a clear ‘quantitative’ versus ‘qualitative’ methods divide. We instead favour a 
framework which, as Tummons (2014) puts it, transcends ‘paradigmatic boundaries’ 
and seeks to ‘focus on the research questions to be answered and the credibility of those 
answers, rather than sustaining a focus on spurious distinctions between, or 
characteristics of, qualitative and/or quantitative research’ (p.174). The use of a case 
study approach  (Stake, 2000), in which a single ITE provider represented the case, 
facilitated the use of multiple methods of data generation in order to produce a three-
dimensional account of the phenomena under investigation. There were four sequential 
stages of field work: an online survey for teacher students, observations of a mentoring 
meeting between teacher student and mentor, individual part-structured interviews with 
the teacher students and mentors who had participated in the observations, and a follow 
up email survey for interviewees (see Table 1). The use of these mixed and multiple 
methods facilitated triangulation which enabled a direct comparison of different 
perspectives on mentoring approaches in the institution. The conduct of the case study 
was aided by the fact that the first author had, only until very recently prior to the 
conduct of the fieldwork, been employed as a teacher educator for four years by the 
case study institution. This helped to facilitate access to research participants, as well as 
providing valuable contextual knowledge. We briefly elaborate on each stage and 
method of data generation. 
In autumn 2014, an online survey was distributed, using SurveyMonkey®, to all 
28 teacher students who were starting the second year of a two-year, in-service ITE 
programme at the case study institution. Second year teacher students were recruited as 
they could draw upon their experiences of mentoring from their first year and would be 
continuing to work with the same mentors over the forthcoming year. The teacher 
students were invited to complete a number of both closed and fixed-response questions 
(e.g. relating to their gender or the number of years they had been teaching), and open-
ended questions relating to their perceptions and experience of mentoring (e.g. what 
they considered to be the purpose of mentoring). Teacher students were also asked 
whether they would be willing for a meeting with their mentor to be observed (subject 
to being selected and the additional consent of their mentor), and to participate in a 
follow-up interview. As shown in Table 1 below twenty-two teacher students returned 
completed questionnaires, a response rate of 79 per cent. The use of the questionnaire 
enabled us to gather teacher students’ views on mentoring from a wider range of 
respondents than could be reached through observation and interviewing (Basit, 2010, 
78). It also provided valuable data the preliminary analysis of which informed the 
identification of a maximum variation sample (Miles and Huberman, 1994) for the 
subsequent stages of the research. Of the 22 teacher student survey respondents, 11 
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stated that they would be willing to participate in the observation and interview strands 
of the research, and we subsequently established that the mentors of nine of these 
mentees were also willing to participate. From the nine willing mentor dyads, we sought 
to select participants (mentees and mentors): 
a) of both genders; 
b) from both types of ITE programme being followed (Postgraduate 
Certificate of Education and Certificate of Education)
iii
;  
c) who had been teaching for varying lengths of time; 
d) who had different subject and vocational specialisms; and  
e) (most importantly) whose survey responses suggested that they had 
contrasting experiences and perceptions of mentoring, including 
experiences of judgementoring or developmental mentoring.  
Seven pairs of teacher students and mentors were invited to participate in observations 
and follow up individual interviews, and all confirmed their willingness to do so.  
 
 
Method No. of individuals 
invited to 
participate 
No. who agreed to 
participate 
No. of actual 
participants  
Questionnaire for 
teacher students  
28 teacher students  22 teacher students 22 teacher students  
Observations of 
mentoring meeting 
between teacher 
student and mentor  
 28 teacher students  
 11 mentors 
11 teacher students  
9 mentors 
7 teacher students  
7 mentors  
Individual part-
structured 
interviews  
28 teacher students  
11 mentors 
11 teacher students  
9 mentors 
7 teacher students  
7 mentors  
Subsequent email 
survey 
7 teacher students  
7 mentors  
4 student teachers  
4 mentors  
3 student teachers  
4 mentors 
Table 1: Stages of field work and number of participants 
 
 
The second method of data generation, non-participant observation of mentoring 
meetings, took place in the participants’ usual work environments, in private settings, at 
a time chosen by the mentor and teacher student to minimise any disruption or change 
to their routines (Creswell, 2014, 97). All participants gave consent for audio recordings 
to be made of the meetings that were observed. During the mentoring meeting, the 
researcher took field notes. The use of observation enabled us to witness the enactment 
of mentoring first hand, thus to be less reliant on participants’ accounts, and to explore a 
potential difference between what people say they do and what we perceived them to be 
doing. Nonetheless, participants’ experiences and perceptions were also very important 
to us. Hence the subsequent interviews with mentors and mentees.  
This third method of data collection took place around 5-7 days after each of the 
observations, to provide participants with time and space for reflection after the 
mentoring conversation. We adopted a ‘part-structured’ interview approach (Hobson 
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and Townsend, 2010), underpinned by Tomlinson’s (1989) notion of ‘hierarchical 
focusing’, which seeks to ensure coverage of the researcher’s agenda while minimising 
the researcher’s influence on interviewees’ accounts. We thus asked a relatively small 
number of broad questions (e.g. ‘Could you give me an overview of your mentoring 
experiences so far and what you have made of these?’) which enabled the interviewee to 
talk about what was significant to them, relating to these issues, but used prompts or 
probes where some specific issues in which we were interested (e.g. ‘Did you receive 
any training or preparation for being a mentor?’) had not been addressed relatively 
spontaneously. Mentors and mentees were also provided with a brief description of both 
judgemental and developmental mentoring and asked which they considered best 
captured their approach or their experience of mentoring. The descriptions provided 
were as follows: 
Judgemental mentoring: a mentoring approach which is largely based around 
mentors giving feedback to trainees after observing their lessons. The mentor may 
initially invite the mentee to comment on how they felt the lesson had gone before 
outlining the teacher student’s strengths and areas for development with 
suggestions and advice for improvement, as they (mentors) see it. 
 
Developmental mentoring: A mentoring approach which centres more around 
mentors asking trainees a series of questions which encourage the trainee to 
analyse their teaching and come to their own conclusions about their developing 
practice. The mentor is less directive, spends more time listening to the teacher 
student’s analysis and encouraging the trainee to critically reflect on their 
practice, and seeks to empower the trainee to take responsibility for their 
professional learning and development. 
Our final research method involved sending a follow up email survey to teacher 
students and mentors. This took place at the end of the summer term in 2015, when the 
teaching qualification was complete and the mentoring relationship had officially ended. 
This enabled us to compensate for the potential limitation that the data generation from 
the previous three methods took place between half and two-thirds of the way through 
teacher students’ ITE programmes, so might not have been representative of 
participants’ experience of mentoring on the course as a whole. More specifically, the 
final email survey enabled us to explore whether the experience of mentoring was 
perceived by mentees to have become less directive and more developmental over time, 
as some (e.g. Collet, 2015; Hobson, 2016) have suggested is desirable.  
A thematic analysis was initially undertaken of data from the initial and follow-
up email surveys, interview and observation field notes and recordings (Miles, 
Huberman and Saldana 2014, 277). Themes were related to the research aims of the 
study, themselves informed by a review of the existing literature and identified gaps in 
the evidence base. This created a broad, provisional set of deductive codes by which to 
categorise segments of data (ibid. 81). This was followed by an inductive coding 
process, whereby segments of data were analysed and given sub-codes, which 
generated further emergent themes (Saldana, 2013, 14). Field notes and recordings 
from the observations were also analysed using an event recording system consisting of a 
schedule of behaviours where we counted and recorded events or behaviours in a tally 
mark fashion to identify specific mentoring approaches and how frequently they were 
being used (Simpson and Tuson, 2003, 29).  
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Each stage of this research process has been conducted in accordance with the 
ethical guidelines of the British Education Research Association (BERA, 2011). For 
example, pseudonyms are used throughout the findings to protect participants’ 
anonymity and that of the participating institution / ITE provider. Transcripts of 
interviews were emailed to all participants for their approval and early drafts of the 
findings were shared. Although there was a risk that doing so might have resulted in a 
loss of valuable data, this did not materialise in practice, and it offered participants the 
opportunity to check the accuracy of our interpretations (Basit, 2010; Creswell, 2014) 
and confirm their informed consent. None of the participants raised concerns and three 
participants responded to state they were satisfied with the initial findings.  
The Case Study Institution and Participants 
This case study took place at Coastal College, an FE college in a city on the south coast 
of England. Coastal College offers part-time teaching qualifications which are 
completed over two years: the PGCE for university graduates and the Cert. Ed. for 
teachers who do not hold a degree. These qualifications are accredited by a local 
university. Teacher students are either currently employed in the FE sector or have at 
least fifty hours of teaching confirmed for the coming year.  
There is no central system for recruiting mentors at Coastal College; rather the 
ITE department encourages teacher students to identify a colleague to be their mentor 
prior to starting the teaching qualification. Mentors are asked to attend an annual 
mentoring meeting at the beginning of the academic year, which lasts approximately 
one hour and provides a brief introduction to the role and the paperwork they are 
required to complete. Attendance at the meeting is typically low. It is not mandatory for 
mentors to have undertaken any other formal training or preparation for the role. The 
college has provided some professional development for mentors, for example, in 2009-
10 some mentors in the college undertook a Level 3 mentoring qualification, which was 
run internally by a member of the Professional Development team, however, at the time 
of the research there were no such courses on offer. 
Mentors are required to complete four formative assessments per year: two 
lesson observations with follow-up meetings and two mentor reviews, involving a 
written report from mentors evaluating teacher students’ progress in the areas of 
professional values, subject specialist learning and teaching, and planning. The 
accrediting university stipulates that mentors do not grade teacher students’ 
performance when undertaking lesson observations. Mentors are paid for six hours of 
contact with teacher students; the time it takes to complete the formal assessments. 
The teacher students in this case study worked either at Coastal College or other local 
FE providers. Each teacher student had a mentor who worked in their institution and 
either taught the same subject, a similar subject, or a similar group of learners. Table 2 
provides details of teacher students who participated in observations and interviews, and 
shows that teacher students are from diverse subject areas and have varied amounts of 
previous teaching experience. Details of the mentors who took part in the observations 
and individual interviews are provided in Table 3. 
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Teacher 
student 
Gender Subject Teaching 
Qualification 
Length of 
time 
teaching 
(years) 
Works at 
Coastal College: 
: F/T – full time, 
P/T – part time  
Darren  Male Plumbing Cert. Ed. 6 F/T  
Chrissie Female Beauty PGCE 1 P/T  
Jan Female Accountancy  PGCE 1 P/T  
Jo Female Graphic Design  Cert. Ed.  3 F/T  
Natasha Female Computing PGCE 4 P/T  
Elsa Female Travel and Tourism PGCE 1 P/T  
Toby Male Maths  PGCE  1 P/T  
Table 2: Details of teacher students who participated in observations and 
interviews 
 
 
Table 3: Details of mentors who participated in observations and interviews  
 
Findings  
Four key findings emerged from our analyses. Firstly, according to their own accounts, 
there are significant differences between how the mentors and mentees who participated 
in our study perceived and experienced the same mentoring interactions and 
relationship: notably, most mentors described their mentoring approach as 
developmental, whereas most teacher students paired with those mentors described it as 
judgemental. Secondly, our triangulated evidence, which draws on observations of 
mentoring conversations as well as mentors’ and mentees’ accounts, suggests that there 
was considerable variation in mentors’ approaches to mentoring, with some adopting 
judgemental and directive methods, and others employed more developmental and non-
directive methods. Thirdly, teacher students expressed mixed views on the merits and 
Mentor Gender Subject Length of time 
mentoring 
(years) 
Works at 
Coastal 
College: F/T – 
full time; P/T 
– part time 
Nigel Male Plumbing 2 F/T  
Sally Female Beauty 1 F/T  
Ian Male Business Studies 2 P/T  
Liam Male Digital Photography 3 P/T  
Elaine Female Computing 4 P/T  
Maureen Female Travel and Tourism 3 F/T  
Phoebe Female  Maths 2 P/T  
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demerits of judgemental and developmental mentoring. Finally, it is clear that different 
mentors have completed differing amounts and types of mentor training and education, 
and our analyses suggest that where mentors have undertaken meaningful mentor 
education, they are more likely to practice developmental mentoring and less likely to 
enact judgemental mentoring. We elaborate upon each of these findings in what 
follows.  
Mentors’ perceptions of mentoring and their mentoring approach  
When asked what they considered to be the purpose of mentoring, mentors mostly 
described it in terms of providing ‘support’ to mentees, acting as a ‘guide’, ‘listening’ 
and ‘offering reassurance’. None of them mentioned evaluating, assessing or judging 
teacher students’ performance. In addition, four of the mentors also explicitly describe 
the importance of offering ‘off-line’ support outside the confines of a hierarchical 
relationship. For example Maureen states: 
[The purpose of mentoring] is to offer support and allow a forum in which people 
can talk about how things are going safely, which is different to what they might 
have with a line manager, where they might not want to confess that they’re 
finding things difficult.  
When mentors were asked about how the requirement to formally assess teacher 
students may impact upon their mentoring relationship there were mixed views. Three 
out of seven mentors considered their assessments as providing ‘useful information to 
the university’, and that sharing their ‘opinion’ of teacher students’ progress was ‘a 
positive’. However, four mentors raised concerns about their involvement in 
assessment, with one describing it as a ‘slightly adversarial arrangement’, which made 
him feel at times like he was ‘a boss, a minor boss’. 
When asked which of the two descriptions of mentoring, as detailed in the 
Methods section above, best captured their approach, six out of seven mentors identified 
themselves as adopting a developmental model, with just one mentor, Nigel, stating that 
his approach was predominantly judgemental (see Table 4). 
Teacher students’ perceptions of mentoring experiences  
Findings suggest that on the whole teacher students perceive mentors to direct 
mentoring meetings. Darren, Chrissie, Natasha and Elsa described their mentors as 
‘taking the lead’ although they have opportunities to ‘chip in’, ‘ask questions’ and ‘give 
[their] opinions’ as well. Jan described her mentoring meetings as ‘a bit one sided’ 
because she ‘spends a lot of time listening’. In addition, in the questionnaire the most 
common response from teacher students on the purpose of mentoring was to provide 
‘feedback’ on their ‘strengths and weaknesses’ in order ‘to improve’ their teaching 
practice (8 out of 22 teacher students), which suggests a more judgemental than 
developmental interpretation of the process.  
When mentees were asked in their interview which of the two mentoring 
approaches best captured their experiences of mentoring to date, their responses stood in 
contrast to those of their mentors. The majority of teacher students stated that the 
description of judgemental mentoring best captured their experience of mentoring, with 
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just one teacher student, Toby, stating he was experiencing a more developmental 
approach (see Table 4). 
 
Mentor and teacher student Mentor’s perception Teacher student’s perception 
Nigel and Darren Judgemental  Judgemental  
Sally and Chrissie Developmental Judgemental  
Ian and Jan Developmental Judgemental  
Liam and Jo  Developmental Judgemental  
Elaine and Natasha  Developmental Judgemental  
Maureen and Elsa Developmental Judgemental  
Phoebe and Toby Developmental Developmental 
Table 4: A comparison of mentors’ and teacher students’ perceptions of mentoring 
approach/experience 
 
Mentees considered assessment by mentors as ‘part of the course’ and ‘to be 
expected’. Only Elsa acknowledged that it could potentially be problematic, but stated 
that it hadn’t been a difficulty in her particular mentoring relationship. Jo was emphatic 
about the importance of assessment from her mentor, as she had found the formative 
reports ‘motivating’ and felt that if it hadn’t been for the report then details around her 
progress would have been ‘lost in unofficialdom’.  
A follow up email survey sent at the end of the teaching qualification gained 
responses from 4 mentors and 4 mentees. Participants reported that the mentoring 
approach they were adopting or experiencing at the time of interview (half-way through 
the qualification) remained the same throughout the rest of the course.  
Observations of mentoring conversations  
Findings from observations of mentoring meetings reveal variation in the mentoring 
approaches with four mentors demonstrating a predominantly judgemental approach 
and three mentors using mainly developmental techniques (see Table 5). We illustrate 
this below by providing an overview of the most common ‘mentoring moves’ (Feiman-
Nemser, 2001) observed in the judgemental and developmental mentoring meetings, 
respectively.  
 
Mentor and 
teacher student 
Mentor’s 
perception 
Teacher student’s 
perception 
Observation analysis 
Nigel and Darren Judgemental  Judgemental  Judgemental  
Sally and Chrissie Developmental Judgemental  Judgemental  
Ian and Jan Developmental Judgemental  Judgemental 
Liam and Jo  Developmental Judgemental  Judgemental 
Elaine and Natasha  Developmental Judgemental  Developmental 
Maureen and Elsa Developmental Judgemental  Developmental 
Phoebe and Toby Developmental Developmental Developmental 
Table 5 – Observations of mentoring conversations in comparison with mentors’ 
and teacher students’ perceptions of mentoring approaches/experiences 
Author Accepted Manuscript, 28.03.2017: Manning, C. & Hobson, A.J., Judgemental and developmental 
mentoring in Further Education Initial Teacher Education in England: Mentor and mentee perspectives, 
Research in Post-compulsory Education. 
 
12 
 
Judgemental approaches to mentoring meetings 
Mentors set the agenda: All mentoring meetings were opened by the mentors, with 
some indicating from the start they will adopt a judgemental approach: ‘what we’ll do is 
go through my observations from what I’ve seen today, some recommendations, but 
also some praise’. There are no examples of teacher students initiating the meeting or 
setting the agenda (Clutterbuck, 2004). Whilst mentors opening the conversation does 
not necessarily mean the mentoring is judgemental, it is indicative of a directive 
approach, with mentors leading and taking responsibility for the direction of the 
meeting.  
Meetings centre around mentors’ evaluations: There was variation in the extent to 
which meetings centred around mentors’ evaluations. Nigel and Sally (mentors) read 
out their completed lesson observation feedback forms and offered a high number of 
evaluative statements. In both these conversations teacher students spent most of the 
time listening and only spoke at greater length towards the end of the meeting, when 
they were invited to share their ideas or questions. In the extract that follows, Darren 
(mentee), having listened to Nigel’s feedback, then attempts to reflect on his lesson 
towards the end of the meeting: 
Nigel: Have you got any questions or is there anything you’d like to add to 
development? 
 
Darren: No, but just from my own self–criticism of today’s lesson, I think maybe I 
should have had a list for myself of the facts on the piping diagram because I think 
I did miss maybe filling in a few more gaps. They did cover quite a lot, but I think 
maybe… 
 
Nigel: I think you’re being overcritical, because I think they knew enough.  
Darren: Yeah, yeah. 
Nigel: I think between them they got the key points.  
Darren: Yeah, yeah, maybe yeah, but no I’m generally quite happy with it. 
This exchange illustrates how Darren’s reflection on his lesson is cut short when Nigel 
interrupts with his feedback, although the mentor may do so to emphasise his support 
for the teacher student and for his confidence and well-being.  
Mentors give strong advice: Some mentors offered strong advice without firstly 
encouraging teacher students to explore available options for themselves. The following 
is a typical example from a mentor: 
[in the lesson] you were saying “we have to wait for more people to arrive”. I 
would say don’t ever do that because, I know it’s difficult to actually start the 
lesson without everybody else, but have something there for him [the learner] to 
do.  
In addition, some mentors sometimes spoke in detail during mentoring meeting about 
their past and present experiences of teaching whilst mentees listened. This 
Author Accepted Manuscript, 28.03.2017: Manning, C. & Hobson, A.J., Judgemental and developmental 
mentoring in Further Education Initial Teacher Education in England: Mentor and mentee perspectives, 
Research in Post-compulsory Education. 
 
13 
 
‘storytelling’ approach tends to be characteristic of a more directive approach to 
mentoring, and whilst not inevitably problematic, in this case study, some mentors’ 
descriptions of their experiences appeared to be of marginal relevance to the 
conversation, and the teacher student did not always have an opportunity to draw on 
their own experiences in response, which could potentially be restrictive and 
disempowering.  
Developmental approaches to mentoring 
Asking open and probing questions: All mentors asked at least one open or probing 
question during the mentoring conversations. However Maureen, Elaine and Phoebe, 
who adopted a predominantly developmental approach, ask a higher number and variety 
of questions. Some examples, with excerpts of teacher students’ responses, are offered 
below:  
Maureen: How was it [the lesson] different to what you imagined?  
Elsa: I thought the learners would be more excited by the things I was going to do 
with them. I thought the quiz was going to get a bit more engagement … and that 
threw me a little bit I think. 
 
Elaine: OK, so, what were the elements you brought forward from the other lesson 
that you talked about? 
Natasha: Planning and [it’s] better to have several tasks that were shorter …And 
it’s funny because I spoke to one of the learners at the end of the lesson …we got 
talking about how he prefers to have shorter tasks…  
The use of open questions prompted reflective responses from teacher students about 
what they perceived to go well and not so well in their observed lessons. However, even 
in the more developmental mentoring meetings, there were few examples of teacher 
students discussing how these experiences might impact on their future practice or 
setting their own goals for development.  
Paraphrasing: Phoebe (mentor) adopted the most developmental techniques out of all 
the mentors and used the technique of paraphrasing in the first section of her meeting 
with Toby. She began by encouraging Toby to speak about his lesson uninterrupted for 
a few minutes, before she paraphrased back to him what she heard. Here is a short 
extract from Toby’s summary and Phoebe’s response:  
Toby: Well first of all I don’t know how realistic a picture you would have got as 
there was only half the class there. So I found it was a lot easier than it usually is, 
just to deal with them, as a couple of the more challenging ones weren’t there … so 
that means that the behaviour of the ones that were there was a lot better … 
 
Phoebe: So what I heard from you there was that maybe there was a slightly 
unrealistic impression of the group because half of them were away and a couple of 
the more challenging characters weren’t there, so in some ways it was a slightly 
easier session to manage….. 
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During this first exchange Toby spoke at some length about his lesson and made a 
number of analyses of students’ engagement, the tasks he designed and how he felt 
about the lesson. Phoebe’s subsequent summary offered no evaluation or comment on 
Toby’s teaching, but rather enabled him to hear his own reflections stated back to him, 
and to critically reflect further on his practice. 
Modelling inquiring about teaching: One technique identified by Feiman-Nemser 
(2001) involves mentors modelling their ‘wondering’ about their own teaching and 
encouraging the teacher student to do the same. Only Phoebe employed this mentoring 
move. Here is an example from her meeting with Toby:  
 
you’ve got those two incredibly assertive and talkative girls. And then you had a 
couple who were very withdrawn in terms of their manner and their body language. 
And I have the same in my groups … a couple [of students] particularly, incredibly 
vocal, and then some that are very quiet. How do we ensure that participation? It’s 
a real challenge – don’t you think? 
Phoebe facilitated an ensuing discussion on maximising participation and seating 
arrangements in the classroom in which Toby reflects on the ways he has tried to 
combine different pairs of learners in the past.  
 
Teacher students’ evaluations of judgemental and developmental mentoring 
approaches 
Teacher students’ views of the relative pros and cons of these mentoring approaches 
were varied. Three of the seven teacher students who were observed and interviewed for 
this study stated they preferred the judgemental approach that they perceived 
themselves to be experiencing. Chrissie and Jo, for example, both described this 
approach to mentoring, which contrasted with the developmental approach they were 
‘expected’ to take on their ITE programmes, as ‘really helpful’. As Jo put is: to 
sometimes it’s quite nice when someone else says, “Yes this is what you did well, 
this is what you didn’t do so well, and why don’t you try, this, this and this?” …It 
is easier, but sometimes you need something that’s easier. 
On the other hand, Darren, Jan and Natasha, who perceived their mentoring experiences 
as judgemental, considered such an approach to have a ‘limiting’ effect. Darren states: 
When someone’s reading [feedback] off a page it’s not that personal … you don’t 
get as much from it. If they started by saying how did you feel you got on and 
asking me some questions so I’m involved in the processes as well … you might 
have come to the same conclusions. 
Jan, like Darren, expressed a preference for a developmental approach as it gets her to 
‘think more about how things are working and analyse’ her teaching. If this approach 
were used she predicted she would ‘take more away from the experience – I would learn 
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more, I’d retain more, probably’.  
The role of mentor education 
During interviews mentors were asked whether they had attended any meetings for 
mentors or courses on mentoring. Two mentors had not received any training, and an 
additional two have only attended one or two meetings. However, three mentors had all 
opted to undertake (and successfully completed) a module on mentoring as part a 
postgraduate Masters (MA) course in Education. As Table 6 below shows it appears 
that those mentors we observed to be adopting a developmental approach have 
undertaken a course in mentoring, and those we found to be predominantly judgemental 
have had minimal training.  
 
Mentor Observation 
analysis 
Attended annual mentoring 
meeting  
Undertaken 
postgraduate 
mentoring module   
Nigel Judgemental No No 
Sally Judgemental No No 
Ian Judgemental Yes No 
Liam Judgemental Yes No 
Elaine Developmental Yes Yes 
Maureen Developmental Yes  Yes 
Phoebe Developmental  No Yes 
Table 6: Mentors’ education or training 
 
One mentor describes the mentoring meeting she attended as follows: ‘I went on the 
training, well it wasn’t a training session … they told us what paperwork to fill out and 
how many hours we could get paid for’. Some of the mentors who had not undertaken 
any training struggled at times to articulate the skills associated with mentoring, with 
one stating, ‘I don’t think there’s a skill you can teach, it’s more about who you are’. In 
contrast, those mentors who have undertaken the postgraduate mentoring module 
described techniques such as ‘active listening’, ‘strength based questioning’, 
‘consciously not interrupting’, and ‘paraphrasing’. In addition, they demonstrated an 
awareness of theories and concepts related to mentoring and the wider education 
context by referring to: ‘the mentoring continuum’ (from Clutterbuck, 2004), ‘being 
non-directive’ and ‘non-judgemental’, ‘creating a safe space’, ‘power relations [between 
mentor and mentee] and a culture of ‘performativity’ at the college.  
Conclusions and Implications 
This study extends the evidence bases on mentoring in Further Education Initial 
Teacher Education, and on judgemental and developmental mentoring in a number of 
ways. Before highlighting and discussing these, we first acknowledge a number of 
limitations of the research. Firstly, this study draws on a relatively small sample from a 
single institution. Secondly, the sample may be biased in favour of those who are in 
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stable mentoring relationships. The initial questionnaire responses indicated that 3 out 
of 22 teacher students were finding their mentoring relationships problematic due to 
intermittent contact; however, these respondents were not included in the observations 
and interviews. Thirdly, we were only able to observe one meeting per mentoring pair 
and we only observed one type of mentoring meeting: post-lesson observation. 
Nonetheless, it is also important to note that mentors in this case study are only paid for 
the time it takes to complete the formative assessments of teacher students each year (6 
hours) and some do not meet their teacher student at any other points, so for these pairs, 
it is likely that the meeting we observed was a fairly typical mentoring interaction. 
Notwithstanding these and other limitations of the research, our study extends 
the evidence base, firstly, by highlighting a contradiction in the perceptions of teacher 
students and their mentors in reference to judgemental and developmental mentoring 
approaches. It may be that, as suggested by previous research, some mentors favour a 
developmental approach, and hence are reluctant to acknowledge (either to a researcher 
or themselves) they are engaging in a more judgemental version of mentoring 
(Cullimore and Simmons, 2010, Ingleby and Tummons, 2012, 177, Tedder and Lawy, 
2009 Garbett, et al. 2013). It is also possible that some mentors may indeed consider 
their mentoring to be developmental, but a lack of mentor education means they have 
not acquired the knowledge and skills required to provide this multifaceted, mentee-
centred approach in practice (Klasen and Clutterbuck, 2002). This case study illustrates 
that even if mentors report their approach as developmental, mentees may perceive the 
same mentoring interaction as being judgemental – in which case the constraints upon 
teacher students’ learning and development which arise from the over-use of 
judgemental mentoring, which we discussed earlier, may still arise. 
Secondly, as highlighted in the Policy and Research Context above, previous 
studies on FE ITE have found mentors are typically adopting the role of judge or 
assessor. Drawing on our triangulated evidence of mentors and mentees’ accounts and 
our own observations, our study identifies variation in terms of whether the practice is 
predominantly judgemental or developmental. There could be a number of reasons for 
this. In previous studies the emergence of judgemental mentoring has been associated 
with mentors’ involvement in the evaluation of mentees’ teaching performance 
(Duckworth and Maxwell, 2015; Ingleby, 2014; Tedder and Lawy, 2009). We noted 
earlier that the mentors in our study were required to complete four formative 
assessments of their mentees per year, while they had no formal role in mentees’ 
summative assessment. This ambivalent role in relation to the evaluation and 
assessment of mentees, together with the fact that some mentors had undertaken 
meaningful mentor education and training and some had not, may largely account for 
the variation between judgemental and developmental approaches to mentoring 
employed. Our findings certainly support those of Lejonberg et al. (2015) in suggesting 
that mentor education has the potential to restrict the enactment of judgemental 
mentoring by offering mentors the understanding, awareness and skills to adopt a more 
multifaceted, developmental approach.  
Thirdly, this case study illustrates that mentees may hold different views on the 
pros and cons of judgemental and developmental mentoring approaches. One view 
recognised in previous research (e.g. Bullough, 2005; Young et al., 2005) and the 
present case study is that some mentees identify that a relatively directive approach in 
terms of receiving constructive feedback from their mentors is beneficial. Another view 
raised in research on judgemental mentoring is that such an approach can restrict 
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mentees’ progress (Hobson and Malderez, 2013) and that, as some of the participants in 
this case study point out, a developmental approach enables mentees to be more active, 
resulting in the learning taking place becoming potentially more memorable. Our 
findings thus support the case for ONSIDE Mentoring (Hobson 2016, 2017), which 
recognizes the short term benefits of relatively directive mentoring for early career 
teachers’ professional learning, development and well-being but, in the interests of their 
longer term development and well-being, advocates ‘progressively non-directive 
mentoring’ to support mentees to become more autonomous and agentic and to promote 
their learnacy (Hobson, 2016, p.101). In short, whilst mentoring is often dichotomised 
as developmental or judgemental, in practice mentors might take advantage of the 
benefits of each approach, suitably adapted to the individual development needs and 
dispositions of particular mentees.  
Turning to consider other implications of our work for policy and practice, we 
would recommend that in its inspection guidance, Ofsted remove the requirement for 
mentors to assess teacher students and instead advocate a developmental mentoring 
approach whereby mentors encourage mentees to manage their on-going learning and 
realise their professional autonomy. In addition, we recommend there be an explicit 
requirement that ITE providers establish systematic and statutory mentor education, in 
order to equip mentors with appropriate knowledge, awareness and skills to enable them 
to enact developmental forms of mentoring.  
 Finally, we suggest that our understanding of FE ITE mentoring would benefit 
from further research. For example, researching a wider range of mentoring 
interactions, in a larger number of settings, would further help to establish the extent of 
judgemental and developmental mentoring approaches in the sector. In addition, a more 
detailed understanding of why mentors adopt a particular approach and what factors 
influence their enactment of mentoring may enable a better understanding of how to 
prepare mentors for the role. Further research into the nature and impact of mentor 
training and education on mentoring approaches would also facilitate the development 
of appropriate and effective mentor preparation programmes. Finally, investigations of 
how different mentoring approaches impact on teacher students’ future learning and 
development via longitudinal studies would provide additional valuable evidence on 
how mentors might best support mentees in the process of learning to teach. 
 
                                                 
Endnotes 
i
 Ofsted (The Office for Standards in Education, Children's Services and Skills) is the non-
ministerial department of the UK government which inspects and regulates the providers of 
education and skills for learners of all ages in England. 
ii
 While the FE sector is now deregulated and legislation regarding teaching qualifications has 
been revoked (BIS, 2012), Ofsted continues to inspect ITE providers and guidance in the 
Ofsted Inspection Handbook states that mentors should conduct lesson observations and give 
feedback to teacher students, although in contrast to earlier Ofsted documents, does not state 
whether mentors are expected to grade lessons they observe. 
iii
 The Postgraduate Certificate in Education (PGCE) is designed for university graduates and 
the Certificate in Education (Cert. Ed.) is for teachers who do not hold a degree. 
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